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Re: Follow up regarding an article: peer review

Murray, Nicholas A., CIV, NAVWARCOL <Nicholas.Murray@usnwc.edu>
Wed 4/24/2019 5:34 PM
To:  

Thank you, I should have been more explicit.

Nick

Nicholas Murray, D.Phil., F.R.Hist.S.
Department of Strategy and Policy
U.S. Naval War College
https://usnwc.edu/Faculty-and-Departments/Directory/Nicholas-Murray
 

From:  
Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2019 5:33 PM 
To: Murray, Nicholas A., CIV, NAVWARCOL 
Subject: RE: Follow up regarding an ar�cle: peer review
 
Yes, it was successfully peer-reviewed and then published.
 

From: Murray, Nicholas A., CIV, NAVWARCOL <Nicholas.Murray@usnwc.edu>  
Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2019 5:31 PM 
To:  
Subject: Re: Follow up regarding an ar�cle: peer review
 
Dear ,
 

 sends his best.
 
Thank you again, and I am sorry to be a pain but does this count as a successfully peer reviewed
publication? 
 
This may be pedantic, but I reread your response as ‘the paper was sent out but possibly not accepted
with the discussion paper being published anyway.’ I suspect I am reading far too much I to this,  but I
am trying to make sure I have this correct.
 
Thank you again.
 
Sincerely,
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Nick
 
Nicholas Murray, D.Phil., F.R.Hist.S.
Department of Strategy and Policy
U.S. Naval War College
https://usnwc.edu/Faculty-and-Departments/Directory/Nicholas-Murray

From:  

Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2019 2:07 PM 

To: Murray, Nicholas A., CIV, NAVWARCOL 

Subject: RE: Follow up regarding an ar�cle: peer review

 

Dear ,

 

The Interna�onal Security Program Discussion Papers are ve�ed and edited by the members of the Interna�onal

Security Program publica�ons team.  As a rule, they are not sent out for peer review, but some�mes are.

 

Discussion Papers published by other parts of the Belfer Center vary in their treatment.

 

 discussion paper was sent out for peer review.

 

Tel  that I said “hello!”

 

Sincerely,

 

 

From: Murray, Nicholas A., CIV, NAVWARCOL <Nicholas.Murray@usnwc.edu> 

Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2019 12:58 PM 

To:  

Subject: Follow up regarding an ar�cle: peer review

 
Dear  (If I may),
 
I called yesterday to ask about an ar�cle. I am interested in the series and I am looking at the series for
students. In addi�on, a colleague ( ) is applying for tenure and listed the piece on
her c.v.  I should have made this clearer yesterday, but I was unfortunately in a rush and as I am half deaf
I some�mes panic on the phone.
 
Please could you confirm if this paper was peer reviewed.

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)



 
I have linked the ar�cle below, and  recommended I email you to follow up.
 

 
Thank you for your �me and assistance.
 
Sincerely,
Nick Murray
 
Nicholas Murray D.Phil., F.R.Hist.S.
Strategy and Policy Department
U.S. Naval War College
h�ps://usnwc.edu/Faculty-and-Departments/Directory/Nicholas-Murray
h�ps://kansaspress.ku.edu/978-0-7006-2676-2.html

(b) (6)

(b) (6)







Get Outlook for iOS
 

From:  
Sent: Wednesday, March 6, 2019 5:14 PM 
To: Murray, Nicholas A., CIV, NAVWARCOL;  
Subject: Re: Promo�on and tenure commi�ee: ethical ques�on
 
Duly noted.

From: Murray, Nicholas A., CIV, NAVWARCOL
Sent: Wednesday, March 6, 2019 4:34 PM 
To: Stone, David R.,CIV, NAVWARCOL;  
Subject: Re: Promo�on and tenure commi�ee: ethical ques�on
 

There is a difference between vo�ng on a colleague with whom one might have cooperated on a
scholarly project, and being the person formally evalua�ng someone’s scholarly record for the
department when there is an a conflict of interest: As you have already acknowledged there is.  Your
posi�on seems to be that it is not corrup�ng enough to worry about. There are perfectly qualified
faculty in the department without the conflict of interest seen here.

When you presented your case to the department to take the posi�on as chair, you made it clear that
you wanted things to be done properly with clarity, fairness, and repeatability.  How does knowingly
le�ng someone, with an acknowledged conflict of interest, evaluate another faculty member’s work
meet the criteria you set out for yourself. This is par�cularly the case when there are alterna�ve op�ons
within the department.

Furthremore, I note that one of  referees recused himself from the process of the evalua�on of her
manuscript as he knew her and had previously evaluated her work. He made it clear he thought this
would have tainted the process. He was right.

It is not enough simply to say one is doing the right thing, one has to do it and be seen to do it for the
process to be accepted as free and fair.

Sincerely,
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commi�ee and faculty. Or he is doing his own thing, and there will be someone else conduc�ng a formal
review of the scholarship as there was for  and I. 

I know the commi�ee and vo�ng faculty are meant to be reading things for themselves anyway, but we
had clearly established a procedure that was meant to be repeatable. Are we now not following the
procedures we just established? 

Sincerely,

Nick

Get Outlook for iOS

From:  
Sent: Wednesday, March 6, 2019 2:52 PM 
To: Murray, Nicholas A., CIV, NAVWARCOL;  
Subject: Re: Promo�on and tenure commi�ee: ethical ques�on
 
You and  did have people provide feedback on your work for the benefit of the commi�ee and the
broader faculty.  is doing something similar. But members of the commi�ee and of the department
were expected to familiarize themselves with the scholarly work as well and formulate their own
judgment. 

Best,

From: Murray, Nicholas A., CIV, NAVWARCOL
Sent: Wednesday, March 6, 2019 2:50 PM 
To:  
Subject: Re: Promo�on and tenure commi�ee: ethical ques�on
 

 and I both had someone formally review our work as part of the commi�ee process. If 
review is not formal, who is conduc�ng the formal review of her scholarly work? 

Best,
Nick 
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Get Outlook for iOS
 

From:  
Sent: Wednesday, March 6, 2019 2:33 PM 
To: Murray, Nicholas A., CIV, NAVWARCOL;  
Subject: Re: Promo�on and tenure commi�ee: ethical ques�on
 
I appreciate your concern.

 made clear to me some �me ago that his journal has published some of  work. In my view, his
value as someone who works on unconven�onal warfare and thus has knowledge of the field will make
his insights valuable.  is not serving on  tenure and promo�on commi�ee, but instead is offering
his evalua�on for the commi�ee (and through the commi�ee, the department) to use as it sees fit. Any
other member of the department would be free to do the same thing. 

Best,

From: Murray, Nicholas A., CIV, NAVWARCOL
Sent: Wednesday, March 6, 2019 2:29 PM 
To:  
Subject: Promo�on and tenure commi�ee: ethical ques�on
 
Dear  and 

I was just told that  is ac�ng as the reviewer for  scholarly work. I must admit to being
shocked as this raises serious ethical problems. I believe  is on the board of editors (I think he is
deputy editor for the Journal of Strategic Studies) for the journal that published two of her five ar�cles.
That presents a conflict of interest.  

I would suggest  or  as replacements.

Sincerely,

Nick

Nicholas Murray D.Phil., F.R.Hist.S.
Strategy and Policy Department
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U.S. Naval War College
h�ps://usnwc.edu/Faculty-and-Departments/Directory/Nicholas-Murray 
h�ps://kansaspress.ku.edu/978-0-7006-2676-2.html 



Allegation: Promotion and tenure committee: ethics complaint 1 of 2

Murray, Nicholas A., CIV, NAVWARCOL <Nicholas.Murray@usnwc.edu>
Fri 8/21/2020 11:28 AM
To:  

Note, this went to the Provost (currently suspended indefinitely for inappropriate behavior) who did not
respond. I did not follow up, as it was obviously going nowhere.

Nick

Nicholas Murray D.Phil., F.R.Hist.S.
Strategy and Policy Department
U.S. Naval War College
h�ps://usnwc.edu/Faculty-and-Departments/Directory/Nicholas-Murray 
h�ps://kansaspress.ku.edu/978-0-7006-2676-2.html 
h�ps://kansaspress.ku.edu/978-0-7006-3025-7.html 

From: Murray, Nicholas A., CIV, NAVWARCOL <Nicholas.Murray@usnwc.edu> 
Sent: Monday, April 8, 2019 1:45 PM 
To: 

 
Subject: Fw: Promo�on and tenure commi�ee: ethical dilemma
 
Dear  and 

This is the note I sent on 15th Match to the Provost. I have had no response. 

As you can see from the email trail both  and  have accepted there is a conflict of
interest, but they argue it is not sufficiently serious to worry. I point out that does not ma�er. I told them
that there should not be even the appearance of a conflict of interest to a reasonable person.

See Federal Legal Code 5 CFR § 2635.101 - Basic obliga�on of public service: "(14)Employees shall
endeavor to avoid any ac�ons crea�ng the appearance that they are viola�ng the law or the ethical
standards set forth in this part. Whether par�cular circumstances create an appearance that the law
or these standards have been violated shall be determined from the perspec�ve of a
reasonable person with knowledge of the relevant facts.

See (this code applies to the Navy): h�ps://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?
SID=ae081866712e894ff5485c1617cf3e4c&mc=true&node=pt5.3.3601&rgn=div5#se5.3.3601 1105

Given that both  and  in wri�ng, have accepted there is a conflict of interest it seems odd that
they would not do something about it. I have the email exchange with  too.

By the way, Yale has a commi�ee specifically set up to deal with these issues. It is men�oned in their
faculty handbook.

Best,

Nick
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Nicholas Murray D.Phil., F.R.Hist.S.
Strategy and Policy Department
U.S. Naval War College
h�ps://usnwc.edu/Faculty-and-Departments/Directory/Nicholas-Murray 
h�ps://kansaspress.ku.edu/978-0-7006-2676-2.html 

From: Murray, Nicholas A., CIV, NAVWARCOL
Sent: Friday, March 15, 2019 11:53 AM 
To:  
Cc: 

 
Subject: Promo�on and tenure commi�ee: ethical dilemma
 
Dear 

I have been told to lodge my concerns with you.

As you may be aware we are in the middle of a departmental promo�on process. A key part of that
process is having a faculty member review and comment on the scholarship of the promo�on candidate,
for the rest of the promo�on commi�ee. This report is treated very seriously and carries great weight
with the commi�ee. Unfortunately, there is a conflict of interest which which  and  have
acknowledged based upon their comments so far (I would be happy to forward the en�re email
exchange but have chosen not to for reasons of brevity). They have, however, stated the conflict is not
serious enough to disqualify  from his assessment of the candidate's scholarship. I disagree. 

 is a senior faculty member and he is a vocal proponent of the candidate. He is tasked with the
scholarly review of the candidate’s work. The ethical problem is that  works as a senior editor
at the journal where the promo�on candidate published two of her five ar�cles. He has, therefore, been
placed in charge of reviewing that same scholarship, which his journal selected for publica�on, to see if
it is sufficiently good quality to warrant promo�on. That presents a clear conflict of interest, because it is
impossible for him to offer an objec�ve assessment of what is essen�ally his own handiwork.

That being said even if one accepts  and  posi�on, why would we accept a conflict of interest
which they clearly have acknowledged exists (which is an argument I disagree with)? Furthermore, why
would we entertain even the appearance of a conflict of interest when there is no need to have one?

I am concerned because this conflict of interest could cause the process to fail or create legal difficul�es
for the college. I also want to make sure that the department is consistent in the way it treats all faculty
as we are in the process of establishing clear criteria and processes for current and future promo�on
panels where none have previously existed.

Sincerely,

Nick

Nicholas Murray D.Phil., F.R.Hist.S.
Strategy and Policy Department
U.S. Naval War College
h�ps://usnwc.edu/Faculty-and-Departments/Directory/Nicholas-Murray 

(b) (6)
(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6) (b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
(b) (6)

(b) (6) (b) (6)



h�ps://kansaspress.ku.edu/978-0-7006-2676-2.html 

From:  
Sent: Friday, March 15, 2019 10:34 AM 
To: Murray, Nicholas A., CIV, NAVWARCOL 
Cc: 

 
Subject: Re: Promo�on and tenure commi�ee: ethical dilemma
 
Nick,

I appreciate you sending me this correspondence and for your concern with the integrity of the
promotion and tenure process.    has previously made me aware of your concerns. 

I concur with  in his assessment that  is qualified to provide an appropriate assessment
of scholarship and there is not a sufficient conflict of interest as to disqualify him. 

Since this is a promotion and tenure issue the logical place to lodge your concerns is with the Provost
and Dean of Faculty, . 

I would also be happy to discuss this issue with you further.
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2/25/2021

3/3

Paragraph 9: I have been chair of the commi�ee for several years, and as I men�oned to  it is and has been standard
prac�ce to have faculty who submit their own student’s papers step down from judging them because of the risk of a conflict of interest
or the appearance of one. Occasionally this is not possible due to the number of papers, or the lack of available faculty, but it has been
standard prac�ce for any award commi�ee I have been on. 

Sincerely,

Nick

Nicholas Murray D.Phil., F.R.Hist.S.
Strategy and Policy Department
U.S. Naval War College
h�ps://usnwc.edu/Faculty-and-Departments/Directory/Nicholas-Murray 

From:  
Sent: Friday, February 12, 2021 11:26 AM 
To: Murray, Nicholas A., CIV, NAVWARCOL 
Cc:  
Subject: Results of Interview (FOUO)

 
We received the a�ached Results of Interview which is a summary of the inves�ga�ng officer's interview of you.  It is unclear
whether you reviewed this for accuracy; therefore, we wanted to ensure you had an opportunity to review it.  Please confirm
its accuracy and let us know if you have any correc�ons.  
 
Thank you.
 
V/r, 
 

 
This e-mail is For Official Use Only, is confidential, intended only for the named recipient(s) above and may contain information that is privileged,
attorney work product, privacy sensitive or that is otherwise exempt from disclosure under applicable law. Any misuse or unauthorized disclosure
of privacy sensitive information may result in civil and criminal penalties. If you have received this message in error, or are not the named
recipient(s), please immediately notify the sender and delete this e-mail message from your computer. Thank you.
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2/22/2021

2/2

I have a couple of quick ques�ons for you.

If Monday is bad, is another day be�er?

Many thanks.

Cheers

Get Outlook for iOS
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4/9/2021
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This e-mail is For Official Use Only, is confidential, intended only for the named recipient(s) above and may contain information that is privileged,
attorney work product, privacy sensitive or that is otherwise exempt from disclosure under applicable law. Any misuse or unauthorized disclosure
of privacy sensitive information may result in civil and criminal penalties. If you have received this message in error, or are not the named
recipient(s), please immediately notify the sender and delete this e-mail message from your computer. Thank you. 
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7/8/2020

2/2

found no evidence of wrongdoing or misbehavior on my part. She did find evidence of bad behavior on the part of the few
complaining officers, notably  and . Then-  is
responsible for not shutting down their public airing of complaints about things like my asking my teaching partner to help me
clean the whiteboards in our classroom.
 
Finally,  bullied me by erupting into my office to shout at me about her accusation that I had accused a
student of trying to cheat. She mounted a harassment campaign against me, I recently learned, by recounting this false
accusation to every faculty member she could find, making her behavior common knowledge in the department. 
behaved similarly after an email exchange that she initiated about one of my lectures. She spread the lie that I do not take
criticism well. This is a serious charge to lay against a scholar. Her accusation was taken serious enough that it was raised in the
senior faculty meeting considering my promotion. When I asked the chair after the meeting if he had any concerns I might be
able to assuage, he raised this accusation that I do not take criticism well. I shared with him my email exchange with ,
and all other exchanges with colleagues here about my lectures. He said that seeing these documents made it clear that the
accusation was unfounded. But her slander remains well known to the rest of the department, damaging my ability to do my job
and further corrupting the promotion process.  behavior is bad for the morale of the department. It also damages our
ability to work together as a team.
 
I am not providing the identities of my sources to you at this time because they, quite understandably, fear retaliation.  is
known for her outbreaks of anger and her vindictive behavior toward colleagues. Murray and  are also, as their
behavior shows, known to act vindictively.  too has demonstrated angry outbreaks.
 
I understand my sources’ concern. I fear retaliation myself for making this report to you. I have taken this step because of the
evidence recently provided me that these bad behaviors continue. The department’s promotion process is already corrupted by
these behaviors. New evidence of continuing bad behavior makes it impossible for me to ignore it any more. The fact that my
re-application for promotion is coming up only intensifies the danger to me. There is no reason to believe that this bad behavior
will cease on its own or that its effects will magically be wiped from the memory of my colleagues. There is also likely to be
other examples of this bad behavior that I have yet to learn of.
 
Finally, I believe that two of these faculty members are motivated by sexism,  and  I am happy to discuss this and
any other aspect of the problem further if you like.
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter.
 
Regards,
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
U.S. NAVAL WAR COLLEGE 

686 CUSHING RD
NEWPORT RHODE ISLAND 02841-1207 

 
          
                    12700 
                    Ser N01/0469 
                    10 Jul 20 
 
From:  President, U.S. Naval War College 
To:  
 
Subj: PRE-ACTION INVESTIGATION APPOINTING LETTER 
 
Ref: (a) SECNAVINST 12752.1A 

(b) 5 U.S.C. § 7513 
 
Encl: (1) Administrative Investigations Guide 

(2) Sample investigation report 
 
1.  This appoints you, per references (a) and (b), to inquire into the facts and circumstances 
surrounding allegations of harassment and bullying that occurred in or around 2019 at the U.S. 
Naval War College (NWC), Newport, RI. 
 
2.  Guidance on conducting a pre-action investigation is provided in enclosures (1) and (2).  Prior 
to beginning your investigation, you are requested to consult with  

, for specific guidance.   may be 
reached by phone at:   or via email at:  . 
 
3.  You are not to make any opinions or recommendations based on the facts and circumstances 
of the incident.  Report your findings of fact to , NWC Chief of Staff no later 
than 24 July 2020 unless granted an extension of time. 
 
4.  , NWC Staff Judge Advocate, is available to provide legal advice and 
may be reached by phone at:   or via email at:    
 
 
 
                                                                          
                                                                          
 
Copy to: 
HRO 
Provost 
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Subj: PRE-ACTION INVESTIGATION ICO ALLEGATIONS OF HARASSMENT IN 
STRATEGY AND POLICY DEPARTMENT (FOUO – PRIVACY SENSITIVE) 

 

3 
 

5.  Options and recommendations.  The following are possible options on how to proceed, which 
are not mutually exclusive. 
 
     a.  PNWC sign the draft endorsement, enclosure (5), accepting the findings of enclosure (1).  
Recommend that someone in a leadership position (e.g., DOA, Provost brief  on 
findings that the conduct of Murray,  may not have been best practices but it 
did not constitute bullying or harassment, and that additional procedures that have been 
implemented along with HR providing guidance to all promotion and tenure committees to 
ensure consistency. 
 
     b.  PNWC or Provost can convene an investigation into the allegations of “sexism” or gender 
discrimination in the S&P department.  Recommend convening a comprehensive investigation 
into the climate of the S&P department. 
 
     c.  Chair, S&P department can work with a mediator to execute a department-wide conflict 
resolution stand down.  Dean of Academics supports this.  Recommend talking with  
who is a certified DoD mediator to see if he can conduct a conflict resolution session for S&P or 
if he can recommend another mediator. 
 
6.  Please let me know if you have any additional questions.   
 
                                                                             Very respectfully, 
 
                                                                                    //S// 
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2/25/2021
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Paragraph 9: I have been chair of the commi�ee for several years, and as I men�oned to  it is and has been standard
prac�ce to have faculty who submit their own student’s papers step down from judging them because of the risk of a conflict of interest
or the appearance of one. Occasionally this is not possible due to the number of papers, or the lack of available faculty, but it has been
standard prac�ce for any award commi�ee I have been on. 

Sincerely,

Nick

Nicholas Murray D.Phil., F.R.Hist.S.
Strategy and Policy Department
U.S. Naval War College
h�ps://usnwc.edu/Faculty-and-Departments/Directory/Nicholas-Murray 

From:  
Sent: Friday, February 12, 2021 11:26 AM 
To: Murray, Nicholas A., CIV, NAVWARCOL 
Cc:  
Subject: Results of Interview (FOUO)

Nick,
 
We received the a�ached Results of Interview which is a summary of the inves�ga�ng officer's interview of you.  It is unclear
whether you reviewed this for accuracy; therefore, we wanted to ensure you had an opportunity to review it.  Please confirm
its accuracy and let us know if you have any correc�ons.  
 
Thank you.
 
V/r, 
 

 
This e-mail is For Official Use Only, is confidential, intended only for the named recipient(s) above and may contain information that is privileged,
attorney work product, privacy sensitive or that is otherwise exempt from disclosure under applicable law. Any misuse or unauthorized disclosure
of privacy sensitive information may result in civil and criminal penalties. If you have received this message in error, or are not the named
recipient(s), please immediately notify the sender and delete this e-mail message from your computer. Thank you.
 

(b) (6)
(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)



From:  
To:  
RE: Corrections for RIO  concerning  allegations of harassment and bullying 
Date: 16 February 2021 
 
I am responding  12 February 2021 email requesting that I provide any corrections 
to “Results of Interview: ; Date of Interview: 24 August 2020; Location: 
Zoom” 
 
The investigator was very thorough, but the academic promotion process is both complicated 
and unfamiliar to military officers, so I have a variety of corrections. 
 
Page 1, paragraph 1. Please change “First female professor in the department.” to “Only female 
professor in the department when she was hired.” 
 
Background information: I was not the first female professor in the Strategy & Policy 
Department. Perhaps I was the second. I was the only female professor in the department 
when I was hired. 
 
Page 1, paragraph 2. Please delete “It was her first position as a professor.” 
 
Background:  first academic position was not at the NWC. She taught at the 

.  
 
Page 1, paragraph 2. Please change “overall performed poorly in her lecture and seminars.” to 
“overall performed poorly in her lectures and had a mixed seminar record.” 
 
Background information: Her seminar performance was mixed—sometimes very good, but 
more often well below average. She was assigned strong military co-moderators to compensate 
for her teaching problems. Typically her military co-moderators received higher student 
evaluations than she did. 
 
Page 1, paragraph 2. Please change: “  efforts to help were not welcomed and were 
usually greeted with defensive pushback. Was told more than once ‘it’s not me, it’s them’” to 
“  efforts were often greeted with defensive pushback.” 
 
Page 1, last paragraph: Please change: “The absence of any book or one under contract to be 
published would have killed any chance of tenure and promotion.” to “Without a book or one 
under contract, it was debatable whether her publications met the bar for promotion; but with 
the book contract in a very prestigious series, there was no question that her publications met 
the bar.” 
 
Page 1, last paragraph: Please change “  contacted Cornell University Press via phone and 
email” to  contacted Cornell University Press via email” 
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Page 2, paragraph 1: Please change “  informed the other committee members and had it 
added to the scholarship report.” to “  informed the other committee members and added 
this information to the scholarship section of her report as chair of the S&P tenure committee.” 
 
Background information: Although all tenure committee members had access to the book 
manuscript (which I read),  report on  scholarship contains 
no reference the manuscript. I immediately informed , the rest of the tenure committee, 
and the chair of the Strategy & Policy Department of  decision to publish.  
 
This is what I added to my report, as chair of the tenure committee, to section 4a on 
scholarship: “Even more significant, Cornell University Press has just agreed to publish her book 
manuscript,  

’ Cornell University Press publishes the top book series in the field 
of International Relations.  of Columbia University and  of 
Harvard University both reviewed and recommended the manuscript for publication. They are 
internationally known, top scholars in the field of International relations. Each year the series 
editor receives about 150 proposals but publishes only six or seven.  is one of the 
six or seven.” 
 
The manuscript’s title was “  

 Cornell University Press has since changed the title to publish as 
“ ” due out in April 2021 (according to 
amazon.com). 
 
Page 2, paragraph 1: Please change “unlikely” to “unclear” to read “  points out that had 
she not done this, it is unclear the committee would have recommended her tenure and 
promotion.”  
 
Page 2, last paragraph. There is absolutely no place for bullying or harassment at the Naval War 
College, by men or by women. I have suggested to colleagues in general to keep records 
concerning any instances of a hostile work environment. I have recommended in faculty 
meetings that we keep accurate records. Documenting a problem is the first step toward fixing 
it. has received more mentoring than any junior faculty member in my memory—we 
all wanted her to succeed. Her unjustified accusations of bullying and harassment are her reply. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
U.S. NAVAL WAR COLLEGE 

686 CUSHING RD
NEWPORT RHODE ISLAND 02841-1207 

 
                             12700 
                    Ser N01/0511 
                    5 Aug 20 
 
From:  President, U.S. Naval War College 
To:  
 
Subj: PRE-ACTION INVESTIGATION APPOINTING LETTER 
 
Ref: (a) SECNAVINST 12752.1A 

(b) 5 U.S.C. § 7513 
 
Encl: (1) Administrative Investigations Guide 

(2) Sample investigation report 
 
1.  This appoints you, per references (a) and (b), to inquire into the facts and circumstances 
surrounding allegations of harassment and bullying that occurred in or around 2019 at the U.S. 
Naval War College (NWC), Newport, RI. 
 
2.  Guidance on conducting a pre-action investigation is provided in enclosures (1) and (2).  Prior 
to beginning your investigation, you are requested to consult with  

), for specific guidance.   may be 
reached by phone at:   or via email at:  . 
 
3.  You are not to make any opinions or recommendations based on the facts and circumstances 
of the incident.  Report your findings of fact to , NWC Chief of Staff no later 
than 25 Aug 20 unless granted an extension of time. 
 
4.  , the NWC Staff Judge Advocate, is available to provide legal advice 
and may be reached by phone at:   or via email at: .   
 
 
 
                                                                          
                                                                          
 
Copy to: 
HRO 
Provost 
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